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Abstract

The paper compares micro and macro data on the household seelected assets and liabilities in
Canada, ltaly and the United States. The macro data are lfiwr@danadian System of National
Accounts (CSNA), the Italian Financial Accounts (BIFA) andW®Flow of Funds Accounts (FFA).
The survey-based estimates are obtained from the Surveparidil Security (SFS), the Survey on
Household Income and Wealth (SHIW) and the Survey on Consumer Fir(&@Ef for the three
countries respectively. The micro and macro data are recornaiemuch as possible for sector
coverage, conceptually equivalent financial instruments, and stensivaluation methods. Where
possible, survey data are corrected for main sources of measuremors, non-response and under-
reporting. The aim of this paper is to provide an additional petisie on the quality of the macro and
micro data sourcesy considering the coherence of the two sets of data. We alsalive differences
between the macro and micro estimates as a source of lealofiomation on possible measurement
issues in both sets of data.
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1. Introduction

The importance of household wealth for both micro and macroeconomicsianialy
widely recognized among researchers. Wealth plays aateote in modeling aggregate
consumption. Moreover, households’ asset allocation strategies eothposition of their
portfolios — are widely investigated in order to gauge insights omlbkerved responses to
changes in key macroeconomic variables such as disposatieenmterest rates, and stock
prices. More recently, attention has focused on the composition agdaageof accumulated
wealth (saving) for retirement, associated with the aging of theyarsgeneration.

Thus, accurate measures of tangible and financial assets abilitids of the
household sector are crucial for analysis. The main source bf isflermation on the
aggregate household sector’s balance sheets is time seadsodathe Canadian System of
National Accounts (CSNA) for Canada, the Bank of Italy Fir@ngiccounts (BIFA) for
Italy, and the Federal Reserve Flow of Funds Accounts (F&Athe United States. Data at
the micro level come from the Survey of Financial Sec8#S) for Canada, the Survey on
Household Income and Wealth (SHIW) for Italy, and the Survey of Qo&isdrinances
(SCF) for the Unites States.

The aim of this paper is to provide an additional perspectiveequality of the two
sourcedy considering the coherence of the two sets of data. Both tb® miata and micro
data have their strengths and weaknesses. For the macroestataates are derived as
residuals for some financial instrumehtsuch as marketable securities. Also, one cannot
assume that the survey-based estimates vyield the trueepaftuhousehold balance sheets.
Aggregate point estimates of assets and liabilities tieagg@nerated from micro panel studies
of individual households are subject to error, and, for a numbenahdal instruments,
neither the macro nor micro estimates are a “true benchmast€ad, one should view the
differences between the macro and micro estimates as a sdwatiable information on
possible measurement issues in both sets of data.

For a selected list of financial assets and liabilites perform a detailed comparison
of the aggregate time series (macro estimates) with thespamding survey-based or micro
estimates. A meaningful comparison between micro and mataocea only be performed
when the two measures have been put on a conceptually equivalenBadisithe micro and

! The degree of residual derivation in the houselselctor macro data varies among the three countries
considered in this study.



macro estimates must be adjusted in order to reconcile theooragletely as possible.
Differences, such as the definition of the household sector, the gevefafinancial

instruments, and valuation methods between the two measurest &ast, acknowledged
and, in some cases, resolved completely. Survey data fgraitalalso further adjusted for

non-response and under-reporting.

2. Sample surveyson household wealth and their respective measurement issues

This section briefly describes the characteristics of the dimld survey in each
country and discusses some of the measurement issues thataofienin calculating
population estimates from survey data. Two of the most critieglsarement problems tend
to stem from non-response and under-reporting in the survey data. i@&asurement
problems range from incorrectly estimated population weightsritors in data entry. The
severity of the measurement problems depends on the samplingjtechsed to draw the
survey households, the methodology employed to estimate the populatghtswand the
process used to collect the data from households.

2.1 Canada: Survey of Financial Security

In Canada, information on household wealth has been collected by a surveyededica
this purpose — the Survey of Financial Security (SFS). It asisdonducted by Statistics
Canada in 1999 and will be repeated in 2005. Prior to 1999, six wealth sweegs
conducted on an occasional basis, as a supplement to the Suf¥egsoimer Finances. The
content of these surveys has grown over time, which has affdeecomparability of these
estimates. The 1999 SFS collected information on a range of swwlldemographic
characteristics and on the income, assets and debts of thg damilThe range of assets and
debts included in the survey is now quite comprehensive, inampgreven durables such as
the contents of the home. For the first time in 1999, the wediinage also included the
value of occupational pension plan benefits.

The sample size for the 1999 survey was approximately 23,000 dysekirawn from
two sources. About 21,000 dwellings were selected from anfrar®e; the remaining 2,000,
the “high-income” sample, were drawn from geographic areashich a large proportion of
the families had what was defined to be high income. The basiey unit is the family unit,
which includes both unattached individuals and economic famihestatter are defined as

two or more persons who live in the same dwelling and are delateblood, marriage,
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common-law or adoption. The institutional population is not includeda @re collected in
personal interviews, by trained interviewers. Participaisonoluntary and not remunerated.
Despite this, the response to the 1999 survey was relatively high: 76%.

Every effort was made to minimize the impact of sangplind non-sampling errors
when designing the SFS. The sample design was fairlplexmlhe main area sample was a
stratified multi-stage sample selected from Stasist@anada’s Labour Force Survey area
frame. The smaller “high-income” sample was included to awgrthe coverage of the
families with high net worth Two types of adjustments were applied to the basic survey
weights to improve the reliability of the estimatd® first to compensate for non-response
and the second to ensure that estimates of relevant populaticactehatics represented
known population totals from external sources. Methods used toerédedmpact of non-
sampling error included the use of experienced interviewers vene well-trained in both
the subject matter and techniques for encouraging the co-operatiespohdents, and the
incorporation of edits to identify illogical or inconsistentspenses. Respondents were
encouraged to consult records as much as possible.

The aspects of non-sampling error that are most likely to ingvacted on the survey
results were non-response and underreporting. The response rato\&é#) was much
lower for the high-income sample (60%) than the area sa¥iph#). As indicated above,
total non-response was handled by adjusting the basic survgitsvér responding units to
compensate for non-respondents. Weights were adjusted at ther dbudl for the area
sample and at the provincial level for the high-income $aniartial non-response (which
occurred when a respondent failed to completely answer one orquestions) was dealt
with by imputing the missing informatidn The impact of non-response is not known.
Techniques for dealing with non-response assume non-respondentsinatar to
respondents

The SFS did not adjust estimates for possible under-reportingisamdpiact is not
fully known. However, comparison of the survey estimates wiltrm estimates from the

CSNA suggests that respondents underreported certain components @haineial assets

2 For reasons associated with confidentiality obinfation at Statistics Canada it was not possibketect
families based on their income. Therefore the figlome sample was selected from geographic améada
high incidence of families with what was definecb®higher incomes.

% Where possible, missing information was imputetéeinistically, using other information providegt b
the respondent. Otherwise, imputation involved iifigng a record/respondent with similar charactcs.

* The information is not available to confirm to wieatent that assumption is true.



and consumer debts

2.2 ltaly: Survey of Household Income and Wealth

The Survey of Household Income and Wealth (SHIW), conductedhimdiy by the
Bank of Italy, aims at gathering information on household microecundrehaviour.
Detailed data have been collected continually for social andgiphic characteristics of
household members, their incomes and, since 1980, consumption expendiiorateBsof
households’ tangible assets are also available from thet,Ooigdnoldings of financial assets
have been surveyed only irregularly and are recorded on &rdiasis since 1987. Their
comparability over time is lessened by changes in the formheafuestions.

Sample size is about 8,000 units per year representing aboutillRin ritalian
households. The basic survey unit is the household, defined as a groupidbtialgl sharing
the same dwelling and pooling all or part of their incomedititi®nal population is not
included. Data are collected in personal interviews through a Q&Bimputer-Assisted
Personal Interviewing) technique, by professionally-traineénimgwers. Participation is
voluntary and not remunerated. As a result, non-respsiisgh. After dropping units that are
not found at the available addresses, in the last wave thdloesmonse rate was about 34
per cent, while for the panel component it increases to 74euer It is worth noting that in
SHIW item-non responsen most of variables (in particular on those relating household’s
wealth) is not accepted. As a consequantié non-responséend to be higher than in other
surveys, whildtem non-responsie negligible.

Other major differences with other surveys, are that theASéibes not over-sample
the highest income individuals; moreover, published data arecowécted for under-
reporting. For the sake of cross-country comparability (dde 8 the original weights in the
SHIW have been corrected for non-response based on the probabilitticpagng in the
survey, using the method described in D’Alessio and Faiella (2062)correction is based
on the assumption that non-respondents are similar to those &/hweae difficult to contact
(for example individuals that initially refused to be intervidjveThe basic idea is that

households with the higher probability of being non-respondents are nepdesented in the

® The reasons for this are uncertain. Some of it beadue to the fact that proxy reporting was peedi
and the respondent family member may not have bdnaware of other members’ finances. Other dest
also come into play. Most respondents would berawhthe components of their income (because ehted
to complete an income tax return each year) buneoessarily of their assets and debts. Also,usecaf the
sensitivity of this type of information, it is pdske that some respondents were reluctant to flikglose their
financial situation. The “high-income” sample s@&d lower response rate may have had an impact.



sample and, thus, their weight must be augmented. Moreover, populatiorates of
financial assets in the SHIW were also adjusted for under-negousing the method
developed by Cannari and D’Alessio (1993). The method is based on theatiotegf
information available in the SHIW with that from ad-hocsurvey conducted in 1987 by the
Italian commercial bank Banca Nazionale del Lavoro (BNLjhenfinancial asset choices of
its customers. The correction involves a two-step procedtirst, for each household a
participation probability of holding a given asset is estimatéeénT a fictitious ownership is
attributed to those households which are not owners, but have a higibititp of holding
the asset. The second step corrects for under-reporting. Tésasplished by comparing
the average amounts reported by BNL customers in the Sldiple for each asset with
those in the BNL survey, which are assumed to be more elifdohally, a measure of
reticence is estimated and generalized to all other bank customer

For data constraints, the experiment was only conducted for thra® wetegories,
namelydeposits, government securities)d other assetsJust for illustration purposes, the
adjusted values for the third category have been split amemgitponents (that is, mutual
funds shares, corporate bonds, shares and other equity and foreignaagsgitsg the same
composition of the unadjusted estimates. One should be cautiowsptberhen using the
weights calculated for correcting the survey-based etsr@r underreporting, since they
reflect the composition of the household portfolio as it was in 1987.

2.3 United States: Survey of Consumer Finances

The Survey of Consumer Finances (SCF), conducted every thneebyethe Federal
Reserve Board, is the most comprehensive survey on household w®altle. 1989,
individual households have been asked detailed questions regardmgréng status of their
tangible and financial assets and liabilities. Moreover, tvige more precise estimates of
the highly skewed components of wealth, the SCF over-santpkeshighest income
individuals and compensates for statistically high non-respates among wealthy families
by using data from tax files to adjust the sampling wsight the population estimates
(Kennickell and Woodburn (1997), Kennickell (1999)).

The SCF selects households according to two sampling séstelthe majority of
households are chosen via a standard multi-stage area-prgbsaitiple from among the
continental United States. The response rate on the standarte saasp70 percent in the

1998 and 2001 SCFs. The remaining households are chosen from a e#rgaleral tax



returns using an algorithm to select a stratified sarhaeover-represents households more
likely to be wealthy (Kennickell and McManus (1993), Kennickell (1998his procedure
attempts to minimize the known biases found in wealth statiderived from other surveys
in the United States, such as the Survey of Income and Ppatitoci Program, the Panel Study
of Income Dynamics, and the Consumer Expenditure Survey. Tphenss rate on the tax-
based sample in the 1998 and 2001 SCFs was about 30 percent with anmlleh K0
percent response rate for the wealthiest individuals. The ®&eBE statistical methods to
impute missing information on individual questions within the inéw (Kennickell 2000).
However, the SCF does not adjust estimates for possible under-reportiiigr ®irGanada, a
comparison of survey estimates with macro estimates iedi¢dhait respondents may under-

report deposits and consumer debt.

Population estimates of assets and liabilities from the &EFobtained in two steps.
First, the individual household responses to the financial questiensedghted by the non-
response-adjusted sampling weights. Second, these weighted respensesimed to form
an aggregate estimate of the households’ holdings of the adisdildy. Throughout the rest
of the paper, these weighted sums are referred to as the U.S. mitiatiesti

3. Reconciling concepts and definitions

To make the micro and macro figures comparable, a numbedjo$tments are
necessary to both sources to account for differences in concegtsledinitions. The
adjustments attempt to address three main problems: (in¢hesion of institutional units
with special reference to non-corporate or quasi-corporate firmaamngrofit institutions in
the macro data, (ii) the different levels of detail of infotiora between the two sources, and
(iii) the different methods of valuing various assets and liadslith the macro and micro data.

3.1 Definition of the Household Sector
The most crucial adjustments attempt to account for the braadesion of assets in
the macro data reported for each of the three countries. Genehallypublished macro
estimates of household wealth include the net worth of sole proprig®isid partnerships,
assets and liabilities of nonprofit institutions serving househ@dd, assets in managed
accounts, such as investment management accounts, pemsmtsl and unit investment

trusts.



3.1.1 Treatment of Businesses Owned by Households

As shown in table 1, household surveys in each of the three @suntmtain some
information on business assets and liabilities (columns 2 and 8)dém to reconcile to the
broader macro definition of the household sector, micro estinfiaies survey data were
derived to comprise something equivalent to a “producer houseketddr (i.e. consumer
households and sole proprietorships and partnerships) for Italy and iked (Btates.
Canada’s approach is more closely linked to that of a consumerhotais€he treatment of
business assets in the reconciliation between the micro and nséionates for each country

is summarized below.

Canada

In the Canadian System of National Accounts (CSNA) Natiddalance Sheet
Accounts (NBSA), households make up part of what is referreds tthe Persons’ and
Unincorporated Business Sector (PUIB), which also includes nort-pmsfitutions serving
households. Unincorporated business covers partnerships and sole projpgiansiuding
farms), and these estimates are consolidated in the PUIBr.s&st contrast, the SFS
measures (net) equity in non-corporate business. For comparison guipo# net worth is
adjusted by removing estimates of non-corporate business noweifihassets, liabilities
(loans and accounts payable) and financial assets (largely, W¢pasd, SFS equity in non-

corporate business is similarly not considered.

Italy
The total financial net worth of informal partnershigs, factopartnerships, and sole

proprietorships with up to five employees comprises the busipadsof the “producer
household” financial account. Because the BIFA only publishes finaitems$, tangible or
real assets of businesses are not included in the micrcagssinAlso, in the macro data, it is
not possible to separate the “producer household” unit into the bugwess and the
consumer household piece. By default, the financial assets ardi¢islmf the business are
included in the directly-held financial assets and liabsitiof the published aggregate
household sector in BIFA. As a result, the micro estimatesretttli-held financial assets
and liabilities from SHIW were calculated to include antsumeld or owed by consumer
households as well as by informal partnershiesfactopartnerships, and sole proprietorships
with up to five employees.



United States

Net worth or book equity of sole proprietorships, partnerships, ancedinfidibility
companies comprise the business part of the “producer household” balaricdlshe®rth is
defined as the sum of tangible and financial assets leb8itigs. In the FFA, sole
proprietorships, partnerships, and limited liability companies giouped into a separate
noncorporate business sector. However, claims on the book e§tiity noncorporate sector
are recorded on the household sector balance sheet as “equitydarporate business.”
Thus, directly-held assets and liabilities of the aggregate hodsskotor do not include
those held or owed by noncorporate businesses. Consequently, the iticabessfrom the
SCF were calculated to include amounts held or owed by consumehablussenly. The
micro estimate of “equity in noncorporate businesses” was a#dcliifrom the question

regarding the sales value of the household’s business.

3.1.2 Treatment of Institutional Assets in the Household Sector

As shown in table 1, aggregate estimates of household assétghre@a countries
include assets of nonprofit organizations (column 4) and various dfpeanaged accounts
(column 5). These institutional assets accounted for around édnpén Italy in 2002 and 12
percent in the United States in 2001. As a result, failure to taffjugnstitutional asset
holdings would produce large discrepancies between the mackamicro estimates of
directly-held household assets. In the reconciliation, estimattee assets and liabilities of
nonprofit institutions were deducted from the macro estimatesach country because
information on nonprofits is not a part of the micro data surveys on households.

The reconciliation of the treatment of managed accounts betiveenacro and micro
data is a bit more difficult. Managed accounts, in thigexinare personal trusts and estates,
investment management accounts, and unit investment tRastall three countries, assets of
managed accounts are not reported separately in the agdnegathold dathAs a result,
assets in these accounts are contained in the transaeategory in which the managed
account places them.

In the case of Italy and the United States, the micro suimgusre about the value of
managed accounts, but do not provide detailed information on the compaditissets. For
Italy, supplemental data on the portfolio composition of investrnmanagement accounts

were used to allocate the micro total into specific assegories. Thus, for Italy, the micro

® For the U.S., only assets of bank personal tarstseported separately in the FFA.
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estimates were adjusted to be more comparable to the nsicnates. For the United States,
the solution is reversed. Aggregate estimates of investmanagement accounts and unit
investment trusts were deducted from the macro estir@mteske them more comparable to
the directly-held micro estimates. For Canada the SFS s@eassets (including managed

accounts), which puts in on the same basis as the CSNA.

3.2. Financial Assets and Liabilities Definitions

Table 2 provides a description of the financial assets iabdities of the macro and
micro measures in each country that can be put on a conceptgalilyalent basis. The
problems associated with this reconciliation were two-fold. diby did each country have to
try to make their own macro and micro estimates comparabkwe had to make the
definitions of the assets and liabilities across countrieaufinas close as possible. Since both
Italy and Canada follow the general classifications laid iouthe System of National
Accounts (SNA93), the United States adjusted its asset andityiamieasures to be as
consistent as possible with the SNA93 definitions. Differencegldfinition across the
countries are highlighted in bold in table 2.

Also, not every instrument was considered in the comparisoce,sh some cases, it
is not possible to derive a figure from both sources. For exarmplall three countries
currency was excluded because the micro surveys do not aghblsshow much cash is in
their wallets or under their mattresses. For Italy, owner-oedupeal estate, severance
payments (“Trattamento di fine rapporto”, TFR), loans from shadehelo cooperatives, and
trade debits could not be compared because of data miseimgeither the SHIW or the
BIFA. For the United States, assets in defined benefit pensios, pdansion reserves at life
insurance companies, consumer durable goods, and household holdiogsnodrcial paper
could not be compared between the FFA and SCF data. For Céfeadeurance assets are

excluded, as are certain other assets (e.g., household loan assets).

3.3. Valuation Methods and Timing
Even after a careful reconciliation of concepts and definitidissrepancies between
the micro and macro estimates in each country can remain ovamdy to different methods
of valuing the assets and liabilities and differences in the gimirthe collection of the data in
the macro/micro sources. Table 3 summarizes the valuatiomodseused for the selected

financial instruments in each country’s micro and macro data.
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3.3.1 Valuation Issues for Canada

For Canada, valuation issues are not considered a major factoas®&§ $or market
valuation (where applicable) throughout. Macro estimates nmeasarketable securities,
investment fund units, and pension assets at market’vatieer financial instruments are
measured at face value. Accrued interest is included withnteument in some cases
(deposits) and excluded in other cases (bonds). As a result, no adjssaneentade for any

unknown valuation differences between the micro and macro data estimat

3.3.2 Valuation Issues for Italy

For ltaly, financial instruments in the macro data apored at market value or face
value with accrued interest in accordance with the ESA95 MaRkoa the most part, the
Italian micro data valuations match up fairly well with thaed in the macro data and only
minor adjustments were necessary to place them on a congdrakils. However, two
notable exceptions are for postal deposits and fixed-income tsegusuch as government
and corporate bonds.

Post office savings certificates in Italy are actualiyilar to long-term bonds, but are
classified within deposits in the macro data due to the lack ske@ndary market.
Consequently, there can be large differences between the face yaeden the micro data
and the “market value” (which includes accrued intereginted in the macro data of postal
deposits. The macro estimates were adjusted to face valueadjbgtment accounted for an
average of about 30 percent of the difference between the macro and micatesstim

The Italian macro data reports the market price of the fixeoime securities with
accrued interest; whereas, the micro data is assumeg@dd face value. This difference in
valuations could produce a wedge between the micro and macratestimhinterest rates
changed substantially over the period. As a result, the matacod fixed-income securities
for Italy was adjusted to revalue the securities at faceeaddde accrued interest to put them
on a more comparable basis with the micro estimates.vahisition adjustment accounts for
about 10 percent of the original difference between micro andonmestimates for Italian

government securities.

3.3.3 Valuation Issues for the United States

As is the case for Canada and Italy, micro data valuatiorei®€CF match up fairly

" Non-financial assets are also estimated at cuametor market value.
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well with that used in the macro data. The two exceptions aradtral funds and shares and
other equity. The macro data estimates for open-end mutual foadssare a combination of
the market value of equity share prices and book values ofifixetne securities; whereas
the micro data estimates are solely market value. Mmptthas been made to quantify how
much of the discrepancy between the macro and micro estisatege to this valuation
difference. Certainly, this is an area to follow up on.

For shares and other equity, the macro estimates are a ctimbimfamarket value of
publicly-traded equities, an estimate of unlisted shares, and ttkevlabge of noncorporate
equity (discussed above). The micro estimates are the mvailliet of shares traded on public
exchanges and the businesses owners’ view of the amount they elbulekis business for,
which proxies for the value of privately-held corporate and noncdgequity. Since it is
reasonable to believe that business owners take into cornsidettze balance sheet of the
firm when thinking of a sales price for their business, adjgdtie macro or micro estimate
for “bias” was not considered necessary.

3.3.4 Timing Issues

Differences in timing in the collection of the micro and madeda are likely to
contribute to the discrepancy between the two measures, fatyidor financial instruments
that are recorded at market value. In both Canada and US, thehblusurveys are
conducted over a period of time of the survey year. In CanadaF®ev&s conducted in the
spring (May-June) of 1999. In the United States, the SCF is cmtwwer the last six
months of the survey year. Households generally respond with tHeetmalue of their
financial instruments around that date. In the aggregate dataathket values are reported as
of the end of the quarter. In Italy, a different approach is used.slihey is generally
collected between February and September of the year followirg survey year.
Respondents are asked to report the stock of their household’th aeahe end of the
preceding year.

The macro estimates reported in this paper for Canada and itee States attempt to
account for this timing issue by averaging the quarterlyeagde estimates over the period
the survey was taken. For example, if stock prices fell 20epé by the end of the survey
period, the aggregate estimates will show only a 10 percerinegle&ssentially, this
adjustment assumes that households are interviewed uniformly levesixt month period.

However, if households with large equity holdings are clustereé atathe beginning or the
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end of the survey period, then timing will contribute to the disorep between the macro
and micro estimates. This issue is one potential aredufthrer research. Information on
interview dates, if available, could be used to help mitigagetithing problem, but this

endeavor likely would require a substantial amount of work.

4. Household sector wealth: comparing micro and macro data

Institutional and program differences among the three countriake it difficult to
undertake a fully harmonized international comparison of microrandousehold data.
Nevertheless, some interesting patterns emerge in thentesercise. Table 4 summarizes
the results of the micro-macro comparison for each country byisgdhe percentage of the
micro estimate relative to the macro estimate for eawmnéial instrument. For example,
perfectly aligned micro and macro estimates would have aefighrl00 percent. A figure
below 100 percent indicates that the micro estimate Imwbthe macro estimate, while a

figure above 100 percent indicates that the micro estimate is ltigirethe macro estimate.

4.1. Canada

With only one time period to compare between the CSNA and SiBagss, it is
difficult to draw firm conclusions, and the cross-uses of the nm@oro data are limited.
Nevertheless, the results of the cursory comparison weranmeipected and provide some
additional perspective on household data.

Overall, the macro/micro measures of total assets line idy Yeell for 1999. The
micro estimates of total assets are lower than theamestimates, measuring 89 percent
macro estimates.

For financial assets, the results are mixed, with SFS amountirfeypercent of CSNA
assets. The micro estimates for household deposits are |@®epefcent of the macro
estimates), with much of this difference likely attributatdedifferences in coverage that
could not be adjusted for between the two sets of data. For exampleesiifhates measure
total deposits of individuals (using deposit liability detafsfinancial institutions), whereas
the SFS is restricted to households (thus, excluding individnaletirement residences,
nursing homes, and other institutions).

Household holdings of debt securities, which amount to a velatsmall share of
households’ total assets, are difficult to compare, as tlged8Es not go into the same depth

of detail as available in the macro estimates. Neverthedesursory comparison reveals that
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CSNA estimates are higher partly due to two factors: 8@% understates government
savings bonds, and that there is a likely upward bias in a cofigle residually-derived
CSNA financial instruments (corporate bonds and asset-backed securities).

Estimates of shareholdings and investment flifidsluding foreign investments) are
significantly higher in the CSNA data (micro data accdontonly 50 percent of the macro
data). The gap is largest for equity holdings -- both listebuanisted shares. This suggests
that one issue is that high income respondents, where most oéqthity assets are
concentrated, may have been reluctant to completely disd¢lese types of assets. It also
suggests that the approach used for the high-income sample may hawsbdlean optimal.

The SFS emphasises individual and group pension assets of housebuoldseH for
purposes of this paper, the comparison is restricted to employes@ed pension assets.
SFS and CSNA registered pension plan estimates are very close.

Overall, household non-financial assets compare more favouradtyd financial
assets. This is particularly true for residential regte. SFS estimates of non-financial assets
are larger than CSNA estimates (micro data amounting to 1.08 pefd¢batmacro data).

CSNA estimates of household liabilities are larger than thoseeoSFS (micro data
accounting for 72 percent of macro data). CSNA estimatesureedebts of individuals using
loan asset details of financial institutions. Micro data fortgame debt compares reasonably
well with the macro data, whereas the gap for (hon-mortgage) ro@nscredit debt is
considerably larger. In particular, this suggests that indilsdozay have been reluctant
and/or unable to fully disclose certain types of non-secured liabiktigscredit cards).

Overall, partially offsetting gaps in financial assets ankilitees between the micro
and macro data produce an acceptable result when reconcilingoriat between the two
programs (SFS at 91 percent of the CSNA estimates). Furthson@bly consistent estimates
for both real estate assets and mortgage debt are encourdgioghcoming SFS will allow

for enhanced analysis and use of the micro and macro household estiatiites in Canada.

4.2. Italy
The micro-macro comparison for Italy is developed firsalbby looking at the ratio
between_unadjuste@.e. taking into account only the sectoral, instrument andatiah

reconciliation) micro estimates and macro estimates (tdpleRatios_adjustedor non-

8 Currently, investment fund units are not releasepiarately from corporate equity holdings in thema
data.
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response and under-reporting are also presented to facifiateomparison with the other
countries. As already mentioned these calculations could jpewed by the availability of
more recent surveys such as that of BNL mentioned alddw=comparison is performed on
financial instruments only, since official macro figures ffeal wealth of Italian households
are not available.

Adding up the various instruments considered, the SHIW estifoa total financial
assets ranges from 31 (in 2002) to 36 (in 1998) of the macro analogolBgd at adjusted
estimates a significant improvement is achieved, wittrandata representing at least two
thirds of the macro analdg.

The micro estimates for deposits ranges from 37 to 60 peot#me macro figure if
unadjusted data are considered; it ranges from 68 to 120 peif temtcorrection for non-
response and under-performing is considéfetihe availability of direct information by
sector (provided in the supervisory statistical reportshéoBank of Italy) implies that no
estimation is needed to derive the household sector’'s holdinge mdcro data. As a result,
this is a case where BIFA data can be considered high#pole and the aggregate source can
be a good candidate for being used as a benchmark in asséssipgatity of the survey-
based estimate of deposits.

For Italian government securities the correction for underregpend non response
has a significant impact on the ratio between micro and matimmates: as an example, in
2002 this ratio increases from 31 to 100 per teNevertheless, it is important to stress that

macro data on household holdings of government securities aiallpagstimated as a

° The evolution of total financial assets over tregigd of analysis is quite consistent: accordinghe
survey-based estimates total financial assetsaserkby 70 percent over 1995-2002, close to thger@nt rise
in the BIFA. It has to be noted, though, that timeilarity is mainly the result of opposite gapsttiecampensate
each other: on the one side, in fact, the accuipulaf mutual fund shares and life insurance reseis stronger
in the BIFA; on the other hand, deposits (both ban#t post office) and, though to a lesser extengidgn assets,
increase much more according to the SHIW estimates.

19 By looking at finer breakdowns for deposits (résuiot reported), the macro and unadjusted micro
figures line up best for overnight deposits, difigrby only 25 percent. For certificates of depoaitd repos, the
gap between the macro and micro estimates widersidarably, 75 percent and 90 percent, respectively

M The share of deposits over total financial asskthe sector is much higher according to the BtRAn
in SHIW estimates (43 versus 23 percent in 2002adjusted micro data). Similar results hold in 1998 2000,
while in 1995 the figures match up quite well (3&qent in the BIFA and 31 in the SHIW). The gamainly
due to thebank depositeomponent, given that the weight st office depositis not so dissimilar in the two
sources (around 6 percent in 2002). The SHIW diréRstimates fobank depositare much closer than those
for post office deposit&éhe gaps are 30-35 percent and 60-70 percepiectgely, since 1998).

21n terms of asset allocation, BIFA and SHIW estigsaare quite consistent, with the possible exoapti
of the year 2000: the weight of government se@sitbver total financial assets is about 30 pergefoth
sources in 1995, it then drops to about 13 perted®98, and then reaches the same value, i.erc@ime in
2002. Among the various government securitiesstraabills (BOTSs), that is, short-term securitiagg the most
consistent in the micro-macro comparison: in 1998 2002 the difference is only 8 and 6 percenpeetvely.
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residual: the stocks held by the household sector are edtiinatkee BIFA integrating data
from supervisory statistical reports on securities depositéd lveinks for safekeeping, with
the amounts which result by deducting from the amounts inlatren the holdings resulting
for the sectors that have complete balance sheets. BIFAodathais asset category are
therefore potentially subject to some bias and differencs tiwe survey-based estimates
should be judged cautiously.

Analogously to government securities, household holdings of coepdrahds
(medium and long-term securities issued by firms, banks drat hancial intermediaries)
are partially estimated as residual in the BIFA. Diffees with the SHIW figures remain
considerable also when looking at adjusted rafios.

Under-reportingshows to be important for mutual fund shares; if unadjusted &gure
are considered, the BIFA and the SHIW estimates are quitgéat in terms of values. On
average, micro data account for less than 30 percent of the aggregateeéstimat

The BIFA estimates on households’ holdings of mutual fund sharestldemefdirect
information on fund subscribers provided by fund management companiee Bank of
Italy for supervisory purposes. Hence, aggregate data on this fihass& category can be
used as a benchmark in assessing the quality of the survey-basedesstim

Shares and other equity are derived as residuals in the Bi&tAst the stocks held by
households are obtained after subtracting from the total inl&iifen the quantities attributed
to the other sectors. On average, over the four survey years cedsitie unadjusted survey-
based estimates account for approximately 23 percent of thegaggrfigure, with 2002
showing the largest gdp.In the comparison, it should be considered that shares and other
equity are mostly held by richer households, i.e. the ones havingtiersprobability to be
interviewed in the survey: according to the survey-based astsmonly 10 percent of

households held listed shares and only 2 percent held unlisted ahdresher equity. By

13 According to the BIFA the weight of corporate berid households’ total financial assets is twicanth
that in the SHIW estimates. In both sources, thougle relative importance of such instrument in the
households’ portfolio increases in time: corporaiedium/long term securities, in the SHIW, increfreen 2.5
percent of financial assets in 1995 to 6 percer2(A2. The corresponding BIFA estimates are 5.1 Hhd
percent, respectively.

1 The fraction of total gross financial wealth integsby households in mutual fund shares is sinildne
two sources, moving apart only in 1998: it was elts5 percent in 1995 and about 12 percent in 200 time
pattern is also consistent: both in micro and mastmates, holdings of mutual fund shares increasil
2000; it then decreases in the last survey yeatade The magnitude of these movements, thouglfairly
different and the 2002 figure is about 4 times1B85 one in the SHIW and almost 5 in the BIFA.

> The share of financial wealth held in shares aiiéroequity is higher in the aggregate data, wiih t
difference widening over time: roughly, shares acted for 12 and 17 percent of total financial tsge 1995
and 14 and 24 percent in 2002, in the SHIW andénBIFA, respectively.
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looking at micro data adjusted for non-response and under-reportingtithé®etween micro
and macro data increases significantly, but the difference retaages

For foreign assets (i.e. financial instruments held by holdeland issued by non
resident units) the gap between the micro and the macro sourttes largest among the
financial asset categories considered and remains considetablevhen adjusted micro
figures are used. The aggregate used in the comparison inclodesmgent securities,
medium and long-term bonds, shares and other equity, and othier (@sstial fund shares,
deposits) issued by non residents. Differently from the qooreing instruments issued by
residents, household holdings of foreign assets in the BIFA arestiotated as residuals,
being mainly based on statistics by sector provided by #iaritForeign Exchange Office
(UIC).%

Net equity of households in life insurance and pension fund ressressimated in
the BIFA by means of the statistics obtained from the annual accounsuigince companies
(Isvap) and pension funds (Covip). Italian Statistical Institute (Istdd) are also used.

As we already noted, due to lack of a suitable survey-bagedage, the amounts set
aside by non-financial companies, monetary financial urglits, insurance corporations and
households themselves for severance payments for their own eppIfpMeER) have been
excluded from the analysis (that is, BIFA figures are netted out ofdinghonent).

The micro-macro discrepancy for life insurance and pension fundvesseiidens
over the survey-years analyzed. The ratio between micro and figqures goes from 81 per
cent in1995 to 38 per cent in 2002. The growth of these assets obsetlvedBiFA estimates
Is much bigger the in the SHIW data: with 1995 equaling 100, the 200@nasa365 in the
aggregate data and only 169 in the survey-based estimates. It isampo stress that, for
these assets, adjusted values are not available.

The weight of this category of financial assets in the twocssuis fairly close in the

last survey year (10.2 versus 12.6 percent), but is larger in th@yseperiods; in 1995

6 Among the various categories of financial instratseissued abroad, securities (both government and
corporate) generally represent a larger sharetaf toreign assets according to the SHIW (around®@ercent
of total foreign assets in 1995, 1998 and 200%ugethe 30-40 percent weight in the BIFA). The igagmaller
in 2000, when in both sources foreign securitiesoant for about 30 percent of foreign assets held b
households.

The evolution over time of the stock of foreign etssis quite similar in the micro and in the aggteg
figures; they increase from 1995 to 2000 and thetrehse in the last survey year, when the differemith
1995 is +194 percent in the SHIW and +148 peraettié BIFA.

The weight of foreign assets in the household plol is unsurprisingly underestimated in the SH|ugt
0.5-1 percent versus 6-11 percent in the aggrefiguiees. Nevertheless, it is interesting to obsetheat the
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reserves in life insurance and pension funds accounted for 5 perckatssholds’ total

financial assets according to the BIFA and for more than 12peaccording to the SHIW.
This fact highlights the need of a more precise definitiothefvarious financial instruments
included in the category in the SHIW questionnaire.

As regards trade credits, micro and macro estimates cmitlthe placed on a fully
comparable basis; the SHIW figure is more compreherntiaa the aggregate, not being
limited to businesses with resident non-financial corporationscdmprising trade credits
with all the clients (i.e. other households, general government, fircchsaon).

The BIFA estimates of trade credits suffer from the fhat quasi-corporations data
are not covered by the available sources (the Cervedasgmgccounts archive); data for a
large number of small companies that compile simplified anbal@nce sheets are also not
available!’ As a result, trade credits are the only category for which the sbasad figure is
larger than (3 to 4 times as much as) the BIFA estiffiate.

In the comparison of financial liabilities as estimated in $W and in the BIFA,
loans to households granted by other households have been deducted Bamehdigures,
since they are not recorded in the BIFA; the categonamadyze, thus includes mortgages,
bank loans and consumer credit. From the BIFA side, estimatebased on direct sector
information available from the supervisory statistical regdnence no residual approach is
used in this case and the aggregate can be considered vererdliafdrtunately, only the
breakdown among short-term and long-term loans is available.

After the reconciliation for both the sector definition (therage share held by
nonprofit institutions was about 3 percent) and the debt insttgmeymprised in the
category, the micro-macro discrepancy remains sizeable. Mi@o estimates are
approximately 45-50 percent of the corresponding aggregate seitteshe ratio being quite
constant across the survey-years. When adjusting for non-respongmificasit difference
emerges. It is worth noting that, unfortunately, the adjustmenumder-reporting is not

changes in time of the relative importance of fgmeassets over total financial assets do matcheup well
(+100 percent from 1995 to 1998, +20 percent fr@®8lto 2000, and -30 percent from 2000 to 2002).

" Since the number of companies for which informmaii® not available is greater than 60 percent ef th
total of firms surveyed by Cerved, the lack of siflormation results in an underestimation of tiggragates,
despite the small average size of the companiedvied.

18 The share of total financial assets in trade tsddinearly insignificant in the aggregate estgng0.2
percent in 2002), while they account for approxighaB percent in the survey-based data. They iseread a
regular pace in the various editions of the SHIWsidered, ending up with a 2002 amount that istimes the
one recorded in 1995; in the BIFA, by contrastythemain constant from 2000 to 2002, when the vaumly
42 percent higher than in 1995.
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available for liabilities.’

As a result of the differences in the estimates of th@warassets and liabilities of the
household sector, the micro and aggregate estimates of the housealkoblfisancial wealth
(that is, total financial assets less total finandabilities) are rather different: the unadjusted
SHIW and the BIFA estimates in 2002 are, respectively, €617 bilhdr€2,106 billion (that
means a 70 percent discrepancy).

4.3. United States

Overall, the macro/micro measures of total assets linaitp Well for the years 1995
and 1998. The micro estimates of total assets were a dittler Ithan the macro estimates in
1995 and 1998, measuring at 94 percent and 97 percent respectitredynoficro estimates.
For 2001, the micro estimate is quite a bit higher at 119 peof¢he macro estimate owing
mainly to substantially larger micro estimates for goveannsecurities, mutual funds, shares
and other equity, and owner-occupied real estate.

The micro estimates for deposits are consistently below thifobe macro estimates,
although the gap has closed substantially over the 1995 to 2001 period.gfionvaeh of the
narrowing in the difference comes from a large declinehieckable deposits held by the
household sector in the macro data, which does not show up in the survey estimates

The wider discrepancy in checkable deposits may be related tgrowing popularity
of sweep accounts. Depository institutions will sweep funds in holehecking accounts
into money market deposit accounts overnight to reap tha iexérest. The household, likely
unaware that this is occurring, reports their checking acdmlahce to the interviewer. Yet,
when depositories file their quarter-end reports, checkable depoait be reported less the
amount swept. This problem is likely further exacerbated byaittethat all deposit accounts
for the household sector in the macro data are estimated résidirdlke Canada and lItaly,
depository institutions in the U.S. do not report deposits held by hodsettioéctly. This is
certainly a line of reasoning that we intend to explore further.

Another factor that may contribute to the lower micro edesaelative to the macro

estimates for time and savings deposits may be under-reporting umtieg.sSince the Italian

9 Despite the significant discrepancies in the leyvéie two sources describe very similar year-tarye
dynamics for the amounts of households’ debts. Ft886 to 2002, they increased by 64 percent aqugridi
the SHIW and 78 percent in the BIFA. Measured &setion of total financial assets, households'dimays of
financial liabilities are not far apart in the twources; in 2002, this share was about 18 perceotding to the
SHIW and almost 13 percent according to the BIFfinestes. Similar differences are observed in thevipus
survey years.
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macro data essentially receives a benchmark on householdtslepdbie macro data, they
can naturally do a “cross-validation” study on their micronestés. As noted in work done
by Cannari and D’Alessio, under-reporting of deposits in the SHIW in Italgisficant.

For government securities, the micro estimates arebeddw the macro estimates in
1995 and 1998, but in 2001 the micro estimate is substantially aiwesicro estimate. This
reversal stems from a large increase in municipal dexim the micro data that is absent in
the macro data. In years prior to 2001, the gap between the macracanestimates mainly
owes to significantly higher macro estimates of U.S. federal govetrsaeurities.

The micro estimates of mutual funds are consistently aboves thbghe macro
estimates over the 1995 to 2001 period. One possible explanation fdistirspancy is that
households may include variable annuities in their responses toomqgestigarding their
mutual fund holdings. Since variable annuities are invested inainfitnds, the household
may “forget” this distinction and inadvertently include themtheir responses. The macro
data does not include variable annuities in mutual fund shares.

For shares and other equity, the macro and micro estimatagplialenost perfectly in
1995 and 1998. However, in 2001, the micro estimate is quite agbierhthan the macro
estimate. This divergence is a source of concern and has pramptede-examine the macro
source data for possible errors. Also, the U.S. stock marketfaidy volatile in 2001 and,
certainly, the timing issues discussed above could have coonglayt

Only assets in defined-contribution pension plans can be comipetveden the macro
and micro data in the U.S. For these types of pension plans, tteeesitnates are somewhat
above the macro estimates. Some of the discrepancy may sl ok differences in
valuation. In the macro data, the pension estimates have saiitiearket value and bonds at
book value. Respondents in the survey, however, report the entiredat market value.
Because bond prices rose, reflecting the general decline inntefst rates over the period,
the market value of bonds in pension accounts would be higher than the book value

For nonfinancial assets, only owner-occupied real estate ceontygared consistently
between the macro and micro data. The estimates are fadg @b one another with the
micro estimate at 91 percent of the macro estimate in 1996stPB9 percent in 1998, and
105 percent in 2001. The results show more pronounced growth in the value aitrakreal
estate in the micro estimates between 1995 and 2001 than in the estiorates, perhaps
reflecting a surge in the value of high-priced homes. The &@B not top-code the value of

the household’s primary residence; whereas, the primary souscéoddhe macro estimates
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is top-coded. Even though the macro estimate is adjusted for top-codiegsiource data, the
adjustment may not be sufficient.

The micro estimates of financial liabilities tend to be senalian the macro estimates
with the relative percentages at 88 percent in 1995, 95 percent in &8989 percent in
2001. The difference between the macro and micro estimateskititiia is primarily due to
the discrepancy between the two measures for non-mortgage @ndeion (line 17), which
includes consumer credit, margin loans, bank loans, and insurancg Ipals. The macro
and micro estimates for mortgage debt align well for all threeeguyr@ars.

Overall, the macro and micro estimates of net worth compuaoedialy, particularly in
1995 and 1998, measuring at 95 percent and 98 percent respectively. For 20@igreh
estimate is noticeably higher than the macro estimate atha:funvestigation into the causes

of the divergence is underway.

5. Robustness Checks

One pitfall in this type of comparative analysis is to viee difference between the
macro and micro estimates as absolute. Rather, the pomagstifrom the macro and micro
data sources each have standard errors associated with thengueotlye the difference
between the two point estimates has a standard errorlaaneealthough the difference may
seem “large” or “small” in an absolute sense, it mayitigide or outside a reasonable
confidence band.

The actual calculation of a joint confidence interval fromhbtbie macro and micro
side, however, is quite difficult. Italy and the United Statese able to attack this issue from
the micro side by calculating standard errors on the poimha&sts from the survey data to
provide a statistical measure of the significance of theapiseicy. Table 5 shows how many
standard deviationthe difference between the micro and macro estimate is from the micro
estimate for each country. A number under the absolute valuengfl2s that the difference
between the macro and micro estimates lies within a 95 peraefilence band centered on
the micro estimate.

Ideally, one also would like to have standard errors on the maonagss. However,
the complex structure of the macro financial accounts and theligasirate sources that are

used as inputs make calculating even the most simplistic standard eaonting task.
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5.1. ltaly

As regards deposits the discrepancy between macro and ngenesf tends to
diminish in the more recent surveys and it is below 2 bofl988 and 2002. Results are also
satisfactory for government bonds. A separate figure for mutadl $hares, corporate bonds
shares and other equity is not yet available; by considellitigeae instruments together, the
calculations show that the difference tends to diminish in 1998hmmdraises again; this is
probably due to a valuation effect, that is particularly strong id®98-2000 period.

In the SHIW there are quality checks at different stageshefdata production
proces®. The existence of measurement errors cannot be excludedyarjovaSHIW, the
reliability of data on time-varying quantities was assgsgih the Heise (1969) method (see
Biancotti etal. 2004¥* and reported in table 6.

The index for financial assets as a macro-aggregate is Od&ri@nent securities
appear to be measured better than deposits and other seaw#pes{jvely 0.74 against 0.38
and 0.64). Government bonds are perceived as not exposed to matketilns, since most
holders do not sell them before their maturity date; in conteashares and mutual funds,
respondents normally declare the face value of the bond, wheetsysto remember. Deposits
are measured with lower precision because their high degrepiidiity may induce memory
problems.

The divergences between micro and macro data could also askecitial problems
in the macro data. On the BIFA side, input series for the housebacior are mainly taken
from the supervisory statistical reports to the Bank of Italyich are subject to very strict
quality checks; however, there are sources (e.g. the Cemegbany accounts archive,
collecting data for all the Italian corporations) on which exheeisthecks are not feasible;
finally, some input data is estimated.

An experiment, results of which are to be taken as very preliyiraas been
conducted on the BIFA to derive a measure of the published figstasility among the
different releases that can be interpreted as a proxiadareliability of aggregate time series.

The most stable aggregate series can be taken as “benchmdbk@ greater degree of

20 A first quality check is made during the interviebata collection is entrusted to specialised cargsa
using professional interviewers. The questionnigimade through a CAPI technique that help theniigeser to
spot outliers or suspect cases. The interviewertlcarefore ask to the respondent for clarificatiohsecond
check is made by the company before sending datlact®@ank of Italy. Finally, other consistency dkeare
directly made by the Bank.

2L provided there are at least three separate measnte of a variable on the same panel units (e.qg.
answers to the same question in three survey wawvader mild regularity conditions the method eeabio
separate real dynamics from measurement erroHgise, 1969).
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confidence for the comparison with the micro source. The analgsiirms that financial
instruments whose estimate in the BIFA is based on dindotmation available in the
supervisory statistical reports (deposits and, particulamlytual fund shares and loans) are
subject to very minor revisions (the average is 0.5 percent féortimer and roughly zero for
the latter). As a consequence, BIFA estimates on these asset eategafd be easily used as
a benchmark for the SHIW estimatés.

The main result of the qualitative analysis is that theatadn of shares and other
equities probably represents for both sources the main probleteal with. Therefore, at
present, for those assets the comparison between micro and nsécnates must be
interpreted with caution.

5.2. United States

For the net worth measure that is calculated in this papemadiceo estimate is less
than one standard deviation from the micro estimate in 1995 and 1998y maing to the
statistically small differences in total assets (llpen 1995 and 1998 and home mortgages in
1998. For 2001, however, the macro estimate of net worth is 9 standardodevietiow the
micro estimate. As shown on the table, the macro estinshteritual fund shares (line 5),
shares and other equity (line 6), and owner-occupied real éstat8)—all of which carry a
large weight in the household sector portfolio—are statisfidadilow that of the micro
estimate.

These types of divergences alert us to investigate potpndialems in the macro data,
particularly when categories in previous years have matched Up Roe example, the
difference between the macro and micro estimates of shareshardequity is statistically
zero in 1995 and 1998. The difference between the macro and micnatestfor mutual
fund shares has become statistically larger from 1995 to 2001. tAé&sopacro estimate for
owner-occupied real estate is just outside the 95 peooerfidence interval in 2001, after
having been nearly “spot on” in 1998.

6. Summary

Comparing and reconciling micro and macro wealth estimatelsoiaseholds can be

difficult, but quite useful for statistical and analytical poses. Attempting cross-country

22 Revisions increase in the case of the househddtirtys in which some residual estimation is empthye
examples are securities and, to a larger exteateshparticularly unquoted) and other equity.
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comparisons, given program and institutional differences amougtries, is an ambitious
task. Therefore, the objective of this paper is quite modest; teidpraan additional
perspective on the quality of the two approaches, by sumnwetforts and results across
three OECD countries — Canada, Italy and the U.S. This, in tuwides (i) a basis by which
to evaluate survey-statistical approaches, and (ii) a sumofattye conceptual differences
between micro and macro data. More importantly, it also provadesugh indicator of
coherence as well as help identify areas where micro antbrfi¢or do not fit) well with
each other. It is difficult to draw solid conclusions fromstfirst effort at international
comparisons. However, a few general and specific points can be made.

Overall, it could be cautiously argued that the macro dadatlze household survey
data are reasonably coherent. For Canada and the U.S., householdtimétono the micro
data is close to that derived from the macro data. Furiiherach country, certain assets-
liabilities series line up reasonably well between the householdysamgethe macro data.

Generally speaking, survey-based estimates of household asdetiebt tend to be
smaller in magnitude than those derived from macro datall Ithree countries, macro
sources produce higher household bank deposit assets that do suaygyidato adjusting
for under-reporting in the case of Italy. Household debt secufbkow a similar pattern,
except for government securities for the latest reconpieabd for Italy and the U.S. In both
Italy and Canada household survey-based estimates of corporatesesggtie to lead to a
significant understatement of assets when evaluated agfagnsiggregate data. This would
suggest that additional analysis of this gap and of possibletistdftiata shortcomings is
warranted. Pension assets tend to fit reasonably well, exarehief most recent period in the
case of the data for Italy. At the total debt level therongurvey data appears to lead to an
underestimate of household liabilities. In Canada and in the U.Ss thigely attributable to
non-mortgage loans (consumer credit). Given the importance ofidebé assessment of
household’s financial security, this gap would argue for further research.

It is clear that the various balance sheet items presiéferedt measurement
challenges. An encouraging development was that, for Camatlaha U.S., households’
largest asset (residential real estate) and major tiafitiortgage debt) reconciled reasonably
well between the macro and micro sources. This alone sudigasitsoth sets of estimates are
measured with some degree of accuracy. More generally, the rellesionship between the
micro and macro sources for these two related balance sheet ey assist in the

interpretation of measurement issues for other items.
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Given the cursory findings of this paper, one recommendatioruforef work is to
consider extending this reconciliation-comparison effort toumbhel other countries, if

possible.
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Tablel
Reconciliation of the Defintion of the Household Sector

Sole props. & partnerships

Consumer Non-profit Managed
households Upto5 Morethan5 organizations  accounts
employees employees
@) ) ®3) “4) ()
Canada
Micro data (SFS) 0 0 0 O
Macro data (SNA) O O O O O
Reconciliation O O
Italy
Micro data (SHIW) O O O O
Macro data (BIFA) 0 0 0 O
Reconciliation O O O
United States
Micro data (SCF) 0 0 0 O
Macro data (FFA) 0 0 0 0 O
Reconciliation O O 0
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Table?2

Financial Assetsand Liabilities Definitions

Financial instrument

Canada

Italy

United States

Bank deposits

Checking deposits, saving deposittu@ing
term deposits)

Overnight deposits, saving deposits,
certificates of depositsgpos.

Checking deposits, savings deposits, and
certificates of deposit.

Post office deposits

Not applicable

Post-office current accounts, saving books,
and saving certificates.

Not applicable.

Total debt securities

Government and non-governrsieort-term
and long-term debt securities

Government and non-government short-term
and long-term debt securities

Government and non-government short-term
and long-term debt securities

Government securities

Sufficient detail in the micro data does not
exist to show thislevel of detail comparison.

Treasury securities and other government
securities.

Treasury securities, Agency- and GSE-backed
securities andnortgage pools, U.S. govt.
savings bonds, andunicipal securities.

Corporate bonds

Sufficient detail in the micro data does not
exist to show thislevel of detail comparison.

Medium and long-term securities issued by

Medium and long-term securities issued by

firms, banks and other financial intermediariésfirms, banks and other financial intermediaries.

Mutual fund shares

Included in shares (below), asthis
breakdown iscurrently unpublished in the
macr o data.

Money market and non-money market fund
shares issued by residents.

Money market andpen-end mutual fund
shares.

Shares and other equity

Includes listed sharesstedisharespen-
end funds, closed end funds; also covers
foreign assets.

Listed shares, unlisted shares, and other equityisted shares, closed-end fundschange-

issued by residents. (?)

traded funds, unlisted shares, arajuity in
noncor por ate business.

Foreign assets
(issued by non residents)

No data available to distinguish household
holdings in the micro estimates.

Government securities, cor porate securities,
sharesand other equity, mutual fund shares,
deposits abroad.

No data available to distinguish household
holdings in the macro estimates.

Net equity in life insurance
and pension fund reservesg

Net equity of employer-sponsored pension
plansonly.

Sum of premiums and contributions paid
and interest accrued on the accumulated
capital, net of service chargesfor managing
the policies or pension funds and benefits
and other payments received.

Assets of private defined contribution
pension plans and the Feder al Employees
Thrift Savings Plan.

Trade credits

Not applicable

Trade credits (of producer households) with
non-financial corporations, in the BIFA;
with all customers, in the SHIW.

Not applicable.

Liabilities (loans)

Mortgage and non-mortgage lo@mnsumer
credit).

Mortgage and non-mortgage loabsufk loans
and consumer credit).

Mortgage and non-mortgage loahsuik loans
and consumer credit.




Table3

Valuation of Household Sector Financial I nstruments

I nstruments Micro Data Macro Data

Deposits
Canada Face value (with accrued interest) Face\alith accrued interest)
Italy Face value Face value (with accrued interest)
United States Cash value Cash value

Government securities

Canada
Italy

United States

Market price
Face value

Book value

Market price
Market price

Book value

Bonds
Canada
Italy

United States

Market price
Face value

Book value

Market price
Market price

Book value

Mutual funds
Canada
Italy

United States

Market price
Market price

Market price

Market price
Market price

Market price and book value

Shares and other equity

Canada
Italy

United States

Market price

Market price

Market price and non-corporate
balance sheet net worth

Market price
Market price

“Market price”

L oans
Canada
Italy

United States

Face value
Face value

Face value less pay-downs

Face value
Face value

Face value less pay-downs

28



Table4

Comparison of Selected Assetsand Liabilities of the Household Sector

(percentages of the micro estimate relative tonttaero estimate for each country)

1995 1998 / 1999 2001 / 2002
Financial instruments
Canada Italy U.S. Canada Italy U.S. Canada Italy U.S.
Unadjusted Adjusted Unadjusted Adjuste Unadjusted  Adjusted
1 Total @SSetS.civviiiiieeeei e n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. 89.0 n.d. n.d. 96.8 n.d. n.d. n.d. 118.9
2. Total financial assats.......ccceeeeeeiiiieeeeiiiieiiiiiinn, . 334 65.7 36.3 829 311 67.9
3 DEPOSILS ...ttt . n.d. 37.3 67.7 69.2 72.0 60.3 121.4 83.2 n.d. 57.4 1195 93.6
4 Total debt securities.............ccceveeennn. .. nd. 30.9 74.9 57.7 67.0 315 77.6 526 n.d. 221 63.6 103.4
5. Government SECUNLIES ........... .o eeveees n.a. 33.3 80.5 69.4 n.a. 422 96.2 66.5 n.a. 31.4 00.71 127.1
6 Corporate bonds............oo.vv e e eeeevvnns n.a. 16.5 41.9 22.4 n.a. 16.9 52.5 19.4 n.a. 154 6.7 3 36.3
7 Corporate equity and investment funds..... .. nd. 20.3 51.7 105.8 50.0 21.9 67.9 104.7 n.d. 18.1 433 125.8
8 Mutual fund shares ...........cccceeeeeeeeeee n.a. 34.1 86.6 129.3 n.a. 22.3 69.1 119.2 n.a. 28.3 67.6 142.8
9 Shares and other equity.........cccccceeennee n.a. 22.8 57.9 100.2 n.a. 29.2 90.7 10Q.5 n.a. 17.8 425 120.2
10. Foreign securities (issued by non reggje n.a. 2.7 6.8 n.d. n.a. 3.9 121 n.g. n.a. 3.2 76 d.n
11. Net equity in life ins. and pension funds.... n.d. 81.1 n.d. 105.4 102.0 71.2 n.d. 108.1 n.d. 637. nd. 113.9
12.  Trade creditS.....occocveeeiiiiiiiiieeeeee e n.a. 315..0 n.d. n.a. n.a 304.0 n.d. nla. n.a. 1443.  n.d. n.a.
13. Non-financial assets................ccocveve e nd. n.d. n.d. n.d. 108.0 n.d. n.d. n.d. n.d. nd. nd. n.d.
14. Owner-occupied real estate.......cccco....... n.d. n.d. n.d. 91.3 n.d. n.d. n.d. 986 n.d. n.d. .d.n 1046
15. Total liabilities (10ans) ..........ccooeveeiiiiiiiiniinns . n.d. 49.4 60.2 88.0 72.0 42.8 48.7 95.3 n.d. 440 47.8 89.2
16. Home MOortgages........cccvveeveeirimmmmeenennns n.d. n.d. n.d. 93.7 90.0 n.d. n.d. 102|3 n.d. nd. n.d. 98.1
17.  Non-mortgage debt...........oouvvev e e e e e n.d. n.d. n.d. 74.0 46.0 n.d. n.d. 79/0 n.d. n.d. .d. n 68.0
18. Net WOrth®.....c.covviiicieeieiceee s n.d. n.d. n.d. 94.8 91.0 n.d. n.d. 97.9 n.d. n.d. nd. 1208

n.d. — no data. n.a. .- not applicable.

!Italy and U.S. data are for 1998. Canada datéoark999.

2U.S. data are for 2001. Italy data are for 2002.

3 This measure of net worth only includes those assed liabilities that are comparable between thermand micro data sources and will not necegsaalch that

published in the official statistical reports.



Table5b

Difference Between Selected Macro and Micro Estimate
(Number of micro estimates’ standard deviations)

Financial instruments 1995 1998 2001 /2002
ltaly U.S. Italy U.S. Italy u.sS.
1 Total ASSELS.....uiiiiiiiiiiiieieieeie e n.d. 0.2 n.d. 0.5 n.d. -7.6
2 DEPOSIS...ceiiiiiiiiiiieeeeee et .. 6.5 10.4 15 4.7 1.2 2.3
3 Government SECUNTIES.............. e e eeneend. 2.2 6.1 0.3 8.5 0.0 -3.1
4 Corporate bonds ...........coeeevie e eeeenenn s 145 23.6 13.1
5. Mutual fund shares...........ccccoveceeerrcnnneenn. . -2.3 -3.1 -9.7
6 Shares and other equity ...........ceeeeeeerenes) . 2.3 0.0 0.6 0.1 5.3 -6.4
7 Net equity in life ins. and pension funds... n.d. -0.8 n.d. 1.2 n.d. -2.3
8 Owner-occupied real estate .........ccceeceennne n.d. 3.9 n.d. 0.5 n.d. -2.5
9. Total liabilitieS.....cccoeeiviiiiiiiieceee e, ... 80 4.4 129 13 15.7 57
10. HOmMe MOrgages .........ccccvvrvrrrrmmmnccaeeeennnd . nd. 2.2 n.d. -0.6 n.d. 0.9
11.  Non-mortgage debt............c.oovii e e, 7.7 5.3 14.2
12, Net WOrth ..o, n.d. 0.7 n.d. 04 n.d. 9.1

n.d. — no data.
1 U.S. data are for 2001. ltaly data are for 2002.

? Data are for corporate bonds, mutual fund shareses, and other equity.
® This measure of net worth only includes thosetasaed liabilities that are comparable betweemihero and
micro data sources and will not necessarily matah published in the official statistical reports.

Table6
Heisereliability index of Italy for the main survey

Wealth components

1989-1991-19P3

1995-1998-2000

Financial aSSetS........ccccvviiiiieeeiii s
Bank and postal deposits ..........ccccceeeeienee
Government SECUNLIES ........c.oevveirnees o
Other securities (shares, bonds, mutual funds.,,...)..........

Financial liabilities ..............cooo oo

0.85
0.50
0.99

0.74

0.59

0.68
0.38
0.74

0.64

0.54

Source: Biancotti, D’'Alessio, Neri (2004).
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